
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
TI s. Senate 
503 H u r t  Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject. Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univenal Senrrce CC Docket 96-45 

Llear Senator Mikulslu: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (ITSF) 
collectionmethod to a monthly Oat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my lnends, farmly and neighbors. will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC 

.4rjc.I~cn~.,,TISFi~ciiripnflycnllectedonarevenue basis. Peoplewho usemore paymare into thesystem Ifthe FCCchanges thatsystemto 
a flat lee, that meam that someone who uses one thousandminutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero Mnutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use theu limited remurces wisely should not be penalized fordolng so. 

A flat fer taxcould cause m n y  low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless usem, semor citizens and low-income residential 
and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordabie monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF h m  
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimcntnl effect on smil businessra a l l  acmsr 
Americn. 
The KeepUSFFairCoalition,olw~chIamamember,keepsme inlormedabout theIlSFissuewithmonthlynewsietten anduptodate 
infamt ion  on their website. including links to FCC information While I am aware that fedenl law does not require companies to recover, or 
"pass along'' these fees to their cutomem, the reality is that they do As a consumer I would like ensured that I am charged fairly. If the FCC 
goes to a numbers taxed, my semce will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans 
to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I request you pdSS along my concerns 
to the FCC on my behalf, letting themknow haw a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency 

Thankyouforyourcontinuedworkand Ilookforward to hearingzbutyourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Lancaster 

cc. FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



,, ..-. .- - ~~ 

November 2.2005 1.26 PM 

SenatorWayne Allard 
11 S. Senate 
i 2 1  DirkrenSenateOfficr Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re. Federal-StuteJaint Board on Universal Service CC Ihcket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allard 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (1lSF) 
collectionmethod toamonthly flat fee Manyofyourconstituents,includingme,myfriends. family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know. IJSF is cumntly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that systemto 
a flat fee. that means that someonr who U S C ~  uuc t l ~ ~ ~ s a d r m ~ t c :  L :nonth ci!ong distmce. pays rhe vame amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited  resource^ wisely should not be penahzed for doing so I 
would have to choose not to have any long distance a t  all. 1 rarely m k e  long distance calls maybe only once every two yrir. You slime you are 
expecting me to pay for the rich. You we nothingmore than a giant pain in the backside. 1 do not believe this would hurt the rich hut it would 
hurt the pour and Senior Citizen with lidted mcome. You are j u s  one of the rich who wants everyone to pay for you. You are not working in 
the best internst of the Crene1-4 puhlic. Let those who use long distanc pay the price. 

A flat fee taxcould cause many low-volume long distance usem, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential 
and mral collsumers, to give up their phones due to unaffodable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from 
high wlume to lowvolume usem is ndical and unnecessary In addition. it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which 1 am a member. keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date 
information on their website. including links to FCC infomtion,  While I dm aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or 
"pass along'' these fees to their customen. the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 amcharged fairly If the FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my senrice will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials. the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopmentsan theissueandcantrnue tospread theword tomycornmuairy Irequest youpassalongmy concerns 
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency 

Thlnkyouhryourcontinuedworkandllookfoonvard to hearingabout yourpositionon thismatter 

Sincerely. 

Melba Kalaher 

EC FCC Chair Kevin Martin,Congress 



tom koske 
1449 s 11th s t ,  abilene, TX 79605 UtL b LUU3 

FCC - MAILROOM 

- 
November 2,2005 9:47 PM 

Representative Randy Neugebauer 
11,s House of Representatives 
429 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington. DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on [Jnivenal Selvice CC Docket 96-45 

Ikar  Representd tive Neugebmer. 

I have seriaus concerns regarding the Federal Communicntions Commissions' (FCC) posirian to change the Ilniversal Selvice Fund (USF) 
collectionmethod to a monthly Rat fee Manyofyourcons:ituents,includingme,myfriends, family and neighbors. will be negatrvelyimpacted 
by the unhir chmge pmposed by the FCC. 

As y m  k m w .  !KF is cr:rrenrlycotlected on a rerien~e basis. People who use m o ~  pay more into the system If the FCC changes that system to 
a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand qinutes a month of long disrance. pays the same zmount ir.ro the hind as sunienne 
whouseszerormnutesoilongdistsnceamonth. Consutuentswhouse theirllmitedresourceswiselyshouldnotbe penalizedfordaingso. 

A flat h e  taxcould cause m n y  lowvolume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential 
and rural consmers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shilting the funding burden of the IJSF tam 
high volume to low-volume users is I d d i d  and unnecessniy. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USFFair Coalition, ofwhich Iama member, keepsme idormed about the TlSFissue withmonthly newsletters and up to date 
infoormation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I amaware that federal law does not require companie to Trcowr. or 
"pass along" these fees to their cus:ame~s, the reality is that they do. As a cowumer 1 would like ensure I amcharged fairly, If the FCC goes to a 
numben tawed, my service will cost more. And according to the coalition's recent meetings with top ECC officials. the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my communiry. 1 request you pass along my concerns 
to thc FCC on my behalf, letting themknow how a flat fee taxcould dispropoaionately affect those in your constituency 

ThankyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookhrward to hennngaboutyourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

TomKoske3449s. llthst.Abilene.Tx79605 

EC: FCC Chair Kevin Martin. Congress 



Rona Ronquillo 
804 W Jefferson St ,  Pecos, Texas 79772 

NOV 2 9 2005 

FCC-MAILROOM 

November 17,2005 01:25 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission Agency 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission Agency: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I 
am one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the 
flat fee plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use 
prepaid cellular phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping 
the flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear 
from me again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un- 
American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls 
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low- 
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund 
burden as high-volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee 
proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Rona Ronquillo 

cc: 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
Representative Henry Bonilla 
Senator John Comyn 



September 14,2005 1O:ll AM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Susan Mclnroy 

cc: 

Senator Charles Schumer 
Representative John Kuhl 
Senator Hillary Clinton 



Kenneth Early 
1220 W. 3 r d ,  Chanute, KS 66720 I 

DEC - 5 2005 
Senator Sam Brownback 
U S .  Senate 
303 Hart Senate Office Building 

November 4, 2005 4:39 PM 

- 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Brownback 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methsd to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one 
thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my 
community. I request yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, Kenneth 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin. 



Steven G. Kunkel 
1939 Haughton Ave , North Mankato, MN+56003-1437 

November 1,2005 4:39 PM 

Senator Norm Coleman 
U S .  Senate 
320 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Coleman: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Steven G. Kunkel 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Sharon Carter 
9817 170th St. Ct. E., Puyallup, WA 98375-2031 

November 1,2005 2:31 PM I -... . _"_. 
l >TED I 

DEC - 5 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 

Senator Patty Murray 
U.S. Senate 
173 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and 
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request YOU 

pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Carter 

cc: 
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Corigress 
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Josephine Ortega 

P. 0. Box 13 , Clearlake Park, CA 1 DEC - 5 2005 1 i 
November 1,2005 5:29 PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U S .  Senate 
33 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

I Fee - MAILRmM 1 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, Josephine Ortega P. 0. Box 13 Clearlake Park, CA 95424-0013 cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Josephine Ortega 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Conqess , .  ',( , , . , ,. : ,  
, .  . 
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Sidney Dew ._"I- - 
PO Boxx 281 , Middlebury, IN 46540-028 R - I I'J 

November 1,2005 2:46 PM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
U.S. Senate 
306 Hart Senate Office Building '. 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I have serious concms regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sidney Dew 

cc: FCC Chdir Kevin Martin, Congress . ,  
, ,  

. .  

, . .  , 
I .  

, .  ' ,  
. .  . . .  _. , . . .  

, : I t '  : ,  . '  . I  



Thomas lloesman 
18267 Cqstal I.akes Drive. North Royalton, OH 44133-6084 

November 1,2005 11 :OS AM 

Senator George Voinovich 
US. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on U 

Dear Senator Voinovich 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, f a d y  and 
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request YOU 

pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Hoesman 

cc: 
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



M m s s a  V a s  , T  r ..- 
5870 Norwaldo Ave , Indianapohs, IN 4 6 2 4  'IL I 

Senator Evan Bayh 
US.  senate 
463 Russell Senate OfGce Building 
Washington, I>C 20510-0001 

Subject Re: Federal-StateJomt Board on IJnivenal Service CC Docket 96-45 

near senator Bayh 

As a voter and a cell phone and house telephone user, 1 strongly oppose this tax system 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Un~vrrsal Senrice Fund (USF) 
collectionmethod to amonthly flat fee. Manyofyourconstituents,includingme, my friends. family and neighbon, will be negatively impacted 
by the untlirchange proposed by the FCC. 

Asyouknow,IISFacurrently~olIectedonarevenurbasis Peoplewhousemorrpaymoreinto thesystem IftheFCCchangesthptsystemto 
aflat fee. thatmeans thatsomeone who uses one thausaiidnunutesamanthoflongdiswncc, pays thesameamountinto thehndassomeone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resourres wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee taxcould cause many low-volume long disldnce users. like sludents, prepaid wireless usem. senior citizens and low-income residential 
and rural consumers. to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from 
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary In addition. it would have a highly detrimental effect on smll businesses a l l  across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. ofwhich I am a member, keeps me informed a b u t  the IlSF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date 
infomt ion  on their websitr. including links to FCC informalion. Whle I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or 
'pass along'' these fees to theircustomers, the reality IS that they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I amcharged fairly. If the FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my service will cost more And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials. the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee Eystemsnonandwithout legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass along my concerns 
to the FCC on my behalf. letting themknow how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you For your continued work and I look fonnrard Lo heanng a b u t  your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Marissa vaqas 

EC 



Frank B a c h m  I nr 
392 Birch St ,Impen.al, PA 15126 I )'- 

Representative Tim Murphy 
1J.S Houseof Reoresentatives I FCC - MAILROOM I 

November 15.2005 12 23 PM 

Subject: Re: Federal-StateJoint Board on llnivenal Service CC Docket 96-45 

I k a r  Representative Murphy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Comnissioiis' (FCC) position to change the Universal Selvice Fund (1JST) 
collectionmethod toamonthlyflat fee. 

On a personal basis, I myself am disabled and receive SSD as my only income. This added tax burden, at a time when heating costs will force me 
to freeze this winter, IS unpstitied. Perhaps you wouid penonaliy, OUL u i Y o i i K  own pocket, iiicreasc my inioiiic by rhc SAME pe;;cntagc :kt 
this tax would decrease my income. 

Many of your constituents. including me, my fnenhc, family and neighlwrs. will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the 
FCC. 

As you know. iJSF is currently collected on a revenue basis People who use more pay more into the system If the FCC changes that system to 
a flat fee. that meam that someone who uses one thousand minutes B month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund PS someone 
who uses zero mnutes of long distance a month. Constituentswho use theirlindted resources wisely should not be penalized for doingso 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless usen, senior citizens and lowincome residential 
and rural consumers. to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the IJSF horn 
high volume to low-volume usem is radlcal and unnecessaly. In addition, it would have a highly detrmental effect on smal l  businesses 811 across 
America. 
The Keep1lSFFairCoalition.afwhichI ams member,keepsme informedabout the USFissuewithmonthlynewslrttrrsdndup todate 
inlormtion on their website, including links to FCC infomt ion  While I m a w a x  that federal law does not require companies to recover. or 
"pass along' ihese fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like to ensure 1 mcharged Fairly. If the FCC goes to 
u numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee systemsoon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community I request you pass along my concerns 
to the FCC on my beblf,  letting themknow how a flat fee taxcould disproportionately affect those in yourconstituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearingaborlt your psit ionon this m t t e r  

Smcerely, 

FrankBachman 

cc 



860 Sylvia Dr. , Deltona, FL 32725- 

November 1,2005 2: 15 PM 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and 
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 

I am currently a prepaid cell phone customer with TracFone, and I am pretty new to this. Throughout the six months I 
have been using the phone, I enjoyed the benefits of affordable phone service, being a low-volume user; and that there 
was no credit checks or checking accounts required. With this flat fee tax, I may not be able to afford using the phone 
anymore, and may end up having to quit using the phone altogether. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fon&ard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

:, 
. ,  ., , . I  

- .  

Andrew Badall , 

FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress' . ' ~ & A  $ c D E a r a c ' d L  
, , . . ! ,  .., cc: 

I ;. ; 

, '  . .  , . .  



jhorve 
1779 summedin x a l ,  mt olive, NC 28365 1 REEm 

Senator Rkhard Bun 

Novernberli,2005 747134 

I1 s Senate ~~~~ ~ 

217 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. I X  20510-0001 

Subject. Re. Federal-State Joint Board on Ihivenal Service CC Ihcket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burr: 

Currently. lISFis currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system 

Ifthe FCC changes thatsystemto a flal fee, that means that someone who uses one thousandminutes a monthof longdistance,pays the same 
d m m m  into the fund as su~nconi .vko ;aes zero rmniites of long distance B month. 

A flat h e  taxcould cnuse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users. senior citizens and low-income lrsidential 
and rural E O ~ S U ~ ~ T S .  to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills 

Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 

As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed. my service will cost mom. 

ANI) I WILL CANCEL MYSERVICEI!! 

ENS1 IRINGTIIE GOVERNMENT WILL NOT COLLECl MY PORTION OF THE USF 

€IUNLlREIX OF THOIISANIX OF OTHER AMERICANS WILL CANCEL ALSO 

W E  1)ONC NEED A PHONE TO SIJRVIVE 

according to top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t ~ m ~ " ~ t ~ ~ d ~ " ~ l ~ p m ~ " t s  on the issue and continue tospread the \vord tomycommunity. 1 request you pass alongmy concerns 
to theFCConmy behalf,lrttingthemknow howaflat ice taxcoulddisproportionatelyaffect thoseinyourconrtituency. 

Thank you fliryourcontinuedworkandllookbnvard to hearingabout yourpositiononthismatter 

Sincerely, 

j howe 

cc: 



James Eldndge rI7F-n I, I 
I I PO Box 455 Hartsel Cfl 80449 0455 

DEC - 5 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 
Senator Wayne Allard 
11,s. Senate 
521 Dirksen Senate Office Budding 
Washington, IIC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re. Federal-StateJoint Boardon tlnivenal Service CC Ilocket 96-45 

Novemher4,2005 2.07 PM 

llear Senator Al lad  

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Conmissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (IISF) 
collecrionmethod to a monthly Elat fee. Manyofyourconstituenta,includingme. my friends, f a i l y a n d  neighbts. will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change pmposed by rhe FCC. 

As you know, USF IS currently collected on a revenue basis People who use more pay more into the syxem. If the FCC changes that system to 
B flat fee. that meam that someone who uses one thousandminutes amanthoflongdistance. pays thesame amount into the bund as someone 
who uses zerominutesof long distance a month. Constituentswho use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so 

A flat fee taxcould cause many low-volume long distance usem, like students. prepaid wireless usem, senior citizens and lowincome residential 
and rural comumers, to give up their phones due to unaffodable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the LISF kam 
high volume to low-volume usen is radical and unnecessary. In addition, i t  would have B highly detrimental ellect on smll businesses all across 
Anlmenca. 
The Keep USFFairCoalition.of which l a m a  member, keeps me informed about the USFiasuewith monthlynewsletten and up to date 
information on theirwebsire, including links to FCC infomtiun.  While I sm awere that lederal ISM' does not require companies to recover, or 
"pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality IS that they do. As aconsumetlwauld like to ensure I amchargedfairly. If the FCCgoes to 
a numbers taxed, my service will cost more And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my communiry. I request you pass alongmy concrrn~ 
to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat lee tax could displ-oportionatelyaiirct those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing ahout your pasition on this matter 

Sincerely. 

pmes Eldridge 

EE FCC Chair Kevin Martin. Congress 



76 A Main Street, Gardner, MA 01440 . 71 
November 1,2005 2:22 PM 

DEC - 5 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 
Representative John Olver 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1 11 1 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Olver: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and 
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date 
information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would 
like to ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to 
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and 
without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Beverly Wiles 

cc: 
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



1623 N Houston, Amarillo. TX 79107 

November 1,2005 2: I6 PM 

Senator Kay Hutchison DEC - 5 2005 
U S .  Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and 
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 
Some of my family are low income or elderly and really need thier phone if this increase takes place they will not be 
able to afford to keep thier phone and with out that they (the elderly ones) lose thier independance and they and the 
ones with small children have no way to call for help in case that the have an emergency. 
I think that this would be more costy because of lose of service to poor people. Please use your brains here. 
A flat fee tax could cacse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I axr, charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry Hughes . ,  

FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

. .  -:,; I 
. i  

\, 8~ . , ,  I,  

. , . ,  , . ,  ~. .,. . cc: 
... 

.; . .  , I  . .  ,. ., . .  . .  

. .  , i  ' .  . ,. 



November 1,2005 11 :48 AM DEc - 5 2005 
Representative Vernon Ehlers 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1714 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

- 

Dear Representative Ehlers: 

I have and emergency cell phone that I use very infrequently. I do not want to pay extra charges for this phone 

I do not even carry long-distance service on my home phone because of the ridiculous service charges 

I have serious concerns regarding The Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to chang e the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do, As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislarion. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ria Faher 

cc: 
- FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Senator Jon Corzine DEC - 5 2005 
U.S. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and 
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As a single mother on a very limited income, I use a pre-paid wireless phone for emergencies. It is reassuring to have 
it with me in case of car trouble. I buy the lowest amount of minutes possible to keep this affordable for me. To have 
to pay a flat-fee for something I rarely use would make this a financial burden I would need to give up. Why should 
consumers have to pay for something they aren't using? A phone should not be a luxury item. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
news1e:ters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I'would like ensure I am charged fairly,, If the FCC gozs io a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And accordirig to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue andcontinue to spread the word to my community. 1 request you 
pass along my coneerns'to-the FCC on m$behalf&ting the& ]mow how a flat fee tax coda dispropdrtionat&ly affect 
those in your cbnstituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvah to hearing about yo& position on this matter. 

Sincerely, J 

. .  

I 

:, , , '  , <:,  

. .  Elaine Manning . .; 

cc: 
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Wanda Vanderpool 
838 Tamarack Drive , Willard, OH 44890 

Senator George Voinovich 
U.S. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

pEEiiEi-1 November 1,2005 1152 AM 

DEC - 5 2005 I I FCC-MAILROOM I 
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovich: 

I have serious concerns regarding The Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to chang e the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like to be ensured that I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, 
my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Wanda Vanderpool 

cc: 
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



James Maher 
2504 Desert Butte DR , Las Vegas, NV 89134-8 

Senator Harry Reid 
U.S. Senate 
528 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

UEC - 5 2005 
November 1,2005 11:38 AM 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Reid: 

I have serious concerns regarding The Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to chang e the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, inc!uding me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. This 
method is in keeping with the long standing good accounting principle of COST MANAGEMENT. If the FCC 
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, 
pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who 
use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
(of which I am one) and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable 
monthly increases on their bills. I personally would at that point seriously consider an alternate long distance 
communication method, such as the use of the Internet voice communication systems. Shifting the funding burden 
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary, and should the Internet alternative 
method be taken, would not provide the forecasted revenue, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
tiiey do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Maher bb. c: C!$ias r@cc'd 8 
h t A S C D E  ----- 

cc: ---_ 
FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress ------- \ 



I DEC - 5 2005 I November 1,2005 5:20 PM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
U.S. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building - 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund 
(USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and 
neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more, pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the 
same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. We who use our limited 
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, me, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a detrimental effect on small businesses. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition keeps me informed about the USF issue with newsletters and up to date information on 
their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to 
"pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am 
charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers tax, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon, without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concern to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Harold Schultz 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Deborah Kademan 
17415 W. Westward Dr., New Berlin, WI 53146 

I n ~ w  INSPFMFO I 
I 

November 1,2005 4: 10 PM I 
Representative James Sensenbrenner 
US.  House of Representatives 
2449 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Sensenbrenner: 

I have serious concerns regarding FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress's (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, t!iat means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require. companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Kademan 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Audrey Hoerle 
14 Morning Hill Drive, Manchester, Missouri 63021 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 -. 

--, 
/' 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC D 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one of 
the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. The 
flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular phones or 
make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me again, 
until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service h n d  burden as high-volume 
residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Audrey Hoerle '/ ' 
cc: 

Senator Christopher Bond 
Senator Jim Talent 
Representative Todd Akin 


